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Introduction 
 
Largely as a result of mass unemployment problems in many European countries, the 
dynamics of job creation has in recent years attracted increased interest on the part of 
academics as well as policy-makers. In connection to this, a large number of studies carried 
out in various countries have concluded that SMEs play a very large and/or growing role as 
job creators (Birch, 1979; Baldwin and Picot, 1995; Davidsson, 1995a; Davidsson, Lindmark 
and Olofsson, 1993; 1994; 1995; 1997a; 1997b; Fumagelli and Mussati, 1993; Kirchhoff and 
Phillips, 1988; Spilling, 1995; for further reference to studies carried out in a large number of 
countries see also Aiginger and Tichy, 1991; ENSR, 1994; Loveman and Sengenberger, 1991; 
OECD, 1987; Storey and Johnson, 1987).  
 
While most researchers agree on the importance of SMEs, there is some controversy as 
regards whether this is mainly a result of many small start-ups and incremental expansions, or 
if a small minority of high growth SMEs contribute the lion’s share of new employment.  This 
is known as the ‘mice vs. gazelles’ or ‘flyers vs. trundlers’ debate. Storey strongly advocates 
the position that the small group of high growth SMEs are the ‘real’ job creators (Storey, 
1994; Storey & Johnson, 1987), whereas, e.g., the Davidsson et al research in Sweden (cf. 
above) gives more support for the ‘mice’ hypothesis.  
 
The different views may in part be due to real country differences. For example, Blixt’s 
(1997) recent investigation of high growth firms in Sweden did not attribute very impressive 
absolute amounts of new employment to them. It must also be understood, however, that the 
differential results are to a great extent built into the methodology. As emphasised by Davis, 
Haltiwanger and Schuh (1993, 1996), the net job creation in the economy-at-large can be 
attributed to many different sub-sets of firms. Further, some studies follow the development 
of a group of firms over time while disregarding start-ups that occur during the period. With 
such a design, it is a given that if some firms close down during the period and the remaining 
firms have differential growth rates, a small fraction of the original group will account for an 
ever increasing share of the group’s total employment as the length of the period is extended. 
If, on the other hand, the study includes all annual start-ups, close-downs, expansions, and 
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contractions but does not aggregate the contribution of individual firms over time, the typical 
result will be that it is the many small contributions that sum up to large aggregate effects.  
 
Further, the employment contribution by high growth SMEs is heavily contingent on how the 
category is defined. A definition based on sales growth will, ceteris paribus, lead to less 
employment growth being ascribed to the category, compared with a definition based on 
employment growth. A definition based on growth rates would favour smaller firms but 
ascribe less total employment growth to the category than would a definition based on 
absolute employment growth on the firm level. When reading this and other reports on the 
importance of high growth SMEs, it is important to realise that the results are in part an effect 
of study design and definitions. 
 
At any rate, most researchers and policy-makers are likely to agree on the following: 
 
 A small group of high-growth firms are very important for total employment creation, or at 
least would be so if the development of a large enough such group could be stimulated. 
 The interest in high-growth (small) firms has increased dramatically in the last few years, 
as evidenced by a number of recent studies on their occurrence and characteristics (Blixt, 
1997; Cooney & Bygrave, 1997; Gundry & Welsch, 1997; Johnson, Baldwin & Hinchley, 
1997; Petty & Martin, 1997; Rice & Stitt, 1997; Sexton & Seale, 1997; Vyakarnam, Jacobs 
& Handelberg, 1997). 
 Nevertheless, our current knowledge about the economic contributions and management 
practices of  high-growth SMEs are at present insufficient for strong theory-building as 
well as for the development of optimal policy measures. 
 
The primary objective of this study is to make a contribution to the needed knowledge by 
exploring the dynamics of high-growth enterprises from more of  a ‘macro’ perspective. This 
entails: 
 
 their contribution to employment 
 their industry, region, governance structure, and size class affiliations 
 their (aggregate) development trajectories 
 their strategy in terms of organic vs. acquired growth 
 
In addition, various parts of this paper will address method issues that are of importance for 
questions such as those just listed. 
 
Method 
 
This study relies on secondary data. It will be complemented with questionnaire and case 
study based approaches later on. While based on secondary data, we have not accepted data as 
they appear in standard registers. Instead we have worked very closely with register experts in 
order to combine data from various sources in a order to develop a unique data set for the 
specific purpose of analysing the job contributions from high-growth firms. 
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Data source. Data were taken from Statistics Sweden (i.e., the official ‘Bureau of Census’). 
Their registers are complete in the sense that all legal commercial activity is represented, 
whether run as sole proprietorship, partnership, limited liability company or some other legal 
form. Data originate from different sources such as tax authorities and mandatory surveys. 
Updating is frequent and generally speaking the registers are of a very high standard by 
international comparison. Data from three different registers, and ten annual versions of each, 
have been utilised in developing the data set. For a more elaborate description of the data set, 
see Davidsson (1997).  
 
Unit of analysis. Three levels of analysis are possible in principle: establishment, enterprise, 
or company group (if applicable). While easiest to work with for data quality reasons, the 
establishment level would be the least appropriate when the growth of firms is what we are 
really after. Both the enterprise and company group level are relevant for academic as well as 
policy purposes. While we would have preferred to have data for both levels we have for the 
time being limited our study to the enterprise (firm) level. An important shortcoming in 
limiting the study to the enterprise level is that firms that start to grow are likely to eventually 
continue their growth by forming or acquiring new companies rather than (only) expanding 
the original legal entity. Such firms will not (necessarily/any longer) appear as high-growth 
firms in a data set focusing only on the enterprise level. Conversely, if analyses were pursued 
solely on the company group level, high-growth enterprises within size-wise relatively stable 
company groups would go unnoticed. These are, however, shortcomings that this study shares 
with most if not all studies of this kind. 
 
The data set thus comprises all enterprises that in November 1996 were in the private (non-
government) sector, that were commercially active in Sweden and had at least 20 employees. 
With respect to that category, we are dealing with a census study. There are 11 748 such 
enterprises, 233 of which were start-ups in 1996 and therefore excluded from all employment 
change analyses below. Annual data for all enterprises have been compiled for the 1987-1996 
period. In existence the entire period were 8 562 firms. Start-ups during this period are 
included if they fulfil the size criterion for the final year, as are previous government sector 
firms that by the final year have transferred to the private sector. Firms that dissolve during 
the period are excluded regardless of their previous size and growth, as are surviving firms 
that previously may have had more than 20 employees but do not reach that number in 1996. 
No upper size limit has been employed. 
 
Codes for enterprises may be changed because of an ownership change, industry re-
classification, or spatial relocation. This may make what in reality is an on-going business to 
appear in the registers as a close down and a start-up. Identification codes for establishments 
are relatively more insensitive to changes of the mentioned kind. We have therefore not 
accepted company code as the criterion for tracking enterprises over time. Rather, 
constellations of establishments (and their employment) associated with a certain company 
code will be regarded as ‘the same’ company if they appear together in the next annual 
version of the register under a different company code. Had we used the more conventional 
method of tracking ‘surviving company codes’ we would still have had 11 748 firms in 
1995/96, but only 6075 firms in 1987 (rather than 8562). In total, the data series for 2921 
firms in the sample are affected by this correction. 
 
Definition of ‘High-growth Firm’ (HGF). The most important purpose of this paper is to 
examine the contribution of high-growth firms to employment. It was concluded that changes 
in absolute employment would be the best performance criterion, since we are primarily 
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interested in how much employment is actually created in the economy and not in the relative 
development over time4. We define HGF as those ten percent of the valid cases (11 748 
minus the 233 that only appear in the last year of the data base) that display the highest 
annual average absolute employment growth5. 
 
Being a SME is not part of the HGF definition, so ‘High-growth SMEs’ will only constitute a 
sub-set of HGFs. Compared with a growth-rate based definition, the chosen definition favours 
larger firms. Compared with a definition based on total employment growth over the entire 
period, the chosen definition favours younger firms, i.e., those that are started during the 
period. The average annual growth for all firms during the 1987-96 period was 0.1 people. 
The 90th percentile, i.e., the cut-off point for high growth firms, was 7.75 new employees 
annually. This means that we do not demand extreme growth figures for inclusion in the HGF 
group. The sample has been split in two groups, high growth firms (HGF) and the rest of the 
sample (Control group). 
 
The firms’ initial size does not enter into the growth calculations. An important data 
correction measure we took in this context is that when a firm displays a series of 
employment over the years like ‘non-existent--zero--forty-two’ we do not accept the increase 
from zero to forty-two as growth. Instead, we regard the firm as created the next year, with 
forty-two employees as its initial size. 
 
When assessing the job contributions by different categories of firm, the real interest is 
normally directed towards genuinely new jobs. However, only rarely are studies designed in 
such a way that organic growth can be separated from growth through acquisition. For 
maximum comparability with other studies we have therefore chosen to include all job 
changes in our growth calculations and hence in our definition of HGFs. In the present study 
we actually have the unique feature of being able to separate organic growth from growth 
through acquisitions. This was achieved by keeping track over time of the status and size 
changes of all establishments that are associated with a firm and classifying them into five 
categories: original, previously acquired, previously created, acquired this year, and created 
this year. In the latter part of this paper we will a) analyse what part of HGFs job creation was 
organic (by sub-categories) and b) define an alternative group of  ‘ten percent highest organic 
growth firms’. We label this latter category ‘HGForg:s’. We calculate annual organic growth 
as total employment(t) - total employment(t-1) - employment in establishments acquired during 
this  year.  Importantly, it is only in the year of the acquisition the acquired units are 
disregarded. Their development during subsequent years form part of the firm’s organic 
growth.   
 
Choice of descriptor variables. Six different variables were used to break down the analysis 
by sub-categories: firm size (six size classes), industry (16 industries), region (83 regions), 
age (No. of years in the register) and two aspects of governance, viz. foreign or domestic 
ownership and affiliation with a company group (independent, parent, or daughter). In most 
                                                 
4 It should be noted that if performance were calculated as relative growth, that would have an important impact 
on the results. The correlation between changes absolute employment and changes in relative employment for 
each year varies between 0.002 and 0.30, indicating a very modest relationship.  
5 Correlation between growth performance measured over a ten year period (1987-96) and growth performance 
measured over a five year period (1991-96) was 0.80 suggesting that the results in this paper are probably  
applicable also for a shorter time span. 
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analyses we collapse data into more aggregate categories than those indicated within 
parentheses above, e.g., SMEs vs. large firms.  
 
Firm size was chosen based on its supposed importance to growth and employment creation 
(Dunne & Hughes, 1996; Storey, 1995; Wagner, 1992). Industry was chosen for two reasons. 
First, the absolute majority of research on growth firms has been performed on firms in the 
manufacturing industry (Delmar, 1996), and little has been done on the service industry. 
Second, the importance of the service industry as employment creator has increased 
drastically during the last decades. Studies have indicated important regional variations in 
firm formation rates (see, e.g., Davidsson et al, 1993; 1994; 1996). By analogy, we can 
assume that this variance is reflected in growth or post-entry firm performance (Vaessen & 
Keeble, 1995). Age is a recurrent variable in most studies of growth. Normally, younger firms 
are more prone to grow than older more established firms. Further, one study found that 
young firms that grow have twice the probability of survival to that of young non-growing 
firms (Phillips & Kirchhoff, 1989). The type of ownership was also deemed interesting. It can 
be assumed that foreign-owned firms have a higher probability of growth than domestics 
firms. Foreign-owned firms are usually establishing a business concept that has been proven 
successful elsewhere before, contrary to domestic firms that are often competing on their first 
market, perhaps with a relatively weaker track record. Related to the business structure is the 
question of how the organisational form of the firm affects its growth performance, i.e., is the 
firm acting as an independent actor or is it part of business group and how does this affect its 
possibilities to grow? It can be assumed that independent firms are more flexible whereas 
firms affiliated with a group have better access to resources. Therefore the implications for 
growth are mixed (cf. Morris & Trotter, 1990; Barney, 1991).    
 
Sample description. In total 1.25 million people were employed in 1996 in this sample. This 
represents approximately 60 percent of total employment in the private sector (cf. Davidsson 
et al, 1996). The remaining 40 percent are employed in firms that have fewer than 20 
employees. Table 1 displays the total number of people employed by size classes. The 
distribution of employment is rather equal over the different size classes, with the exception 
of the size class of firms with 250-499 employees. This class has a relative smaller share of 
employees than the other classes. This may be a reflection of the ”Mittelstand” problem, i.e., 
that medium sized enterprises are relatively underrepresented compared to the number of 
small and very large enterprises. However, this is a problem Sweden shares with the majority 
of European countries (Johansson, 1997).  
 
Table 1 Distribution of absolute employment across size classes, 1996 
 
Size class 20-49 50-249 250-499 500-2499 2500+ Total 
Employment 224583 345647 126484 299502 256199 1252415 
Frequency 17.9% 27.6% 10.1% 23.9% 20.5% 100% 
n 7571 3459 367 302 49 11748 
 
 
When interpreting the results presented below, it is important to keep in mind that both the 
HGF and Control groups are ‘moving targets’ in the sense that for every year from 1987 and 
onwards, new cases appear in both categories. In the 1987/88 growth calculations 8562 firms 
are included, while in the 1995/96 calculations 11 515 firms are included. Further details are 
given in Table 2. The HGF and Control groups are stable, however, in the sense that 
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regardless of a firm’s performance during the highlighted year, it is included either as a HGF 
or as a Control firm based on its performance over the entire period it exists in the register. 
This is unlike the descriptor variables, where each firm and its associated annual job changes 
in the ‘over-time’ analyses below have been assigned to the categories the firm was affiliated 
with during that particular year. 
 
Table 2 Development of sub-panel sizes over time 
 
Count 
(pct of 1996 
figure) 
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996
Control group 8095 
(76.4) 
8501 
(80.2) 
8870
(83.7)
9195
(86.8)
9487
(89.5)
9800
(92.5)
10110
(95.4)
10310 
(97.3) 
10493 
(99.0) 
10595
(100)
HGF 467 
(40.5) 
509 
(44.1) 
547
(47.4)
591
(51.3)
658
(57.1)
760
(65.9)
942
(81.7)
1103 
(95.7) 
1153 
(100) 
1153
(100)
 
Results 
 
Categorical affiliations 
 
An important first question is how the HGFs are distributed across size-classes, industries, 
etc. compared with firms in the Control group. Table 3 summarises these results in terms of 
what percentage of firms were associated with different categories in 1996. Data for 
governance were not available for 1996, which is why we use the 1995 data in these cases. 
 
As regards size classes, we can observe first that HGFs are strongly under-represented in the 
smallest size class but markedly over-represented in the 50-249 employee size class, i.e., 
medium-sized firms. While 76 percent of the HGFs are (still) SMEs (i.e., have <250 empl) the 
HGF group has an over-representation of large firms (i.e., >250 empl.). This may seem to run 
counter to widespread beliefs that SMEs are the most important for job creation. However, to 
some extent this result is a consequence of our HGF definition; a definition based on growth 
rates would have favoured smaller firms. To a very great extent the over-representation of 
large HGFs is simply a result of their growth. Among the 24 percent that were large firms in 
1996, almost half were classified as SMEs earlier in the period. Hence, 87.6 percent of the 
HGFs were SMEs at some time during the 1987-96 period. 
 
Concerning industries, the broad picture is that HGFs exist in all kinds of industries, but that 
they tend to be over-represented in young and growing industries and under-represented in 
traditional ones. The over-representation is especially pronounced in knowledge-intensive 
services and in education & health care, i.e., precisely those industries that grew in the most 
absolute and/or relative terms during the period (cf. Davidsson et al, 1996). 
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 Table 3 The distribution of HGFs across categories 1996 (1995) 
 
 High-growth firms 
(n=1153)
Control group 
(n=10595)
 
Firm size class (No. of employees) 
  
20-49 29.7% 68.2%
50-249 46.1% 27.6%
250-499 11.0% 2.3%
500-2499 11.0% 1.7%
2500+ 2.2% 0.2%
 
Industry 
  
High-tech manufacturing 4.9% 3.1%
Wood, paper & pulp 2.9% 5.9%
Engineering industries 8.8% 13.8%
Mining & steel 1.1% 2.0%
Other manufacturing 7.4% 11.5%
Knowledge-intensive services; 
technical
10.2% 4.6%
Knowledge-intensive services; 
financial
6.0% 3.6%
Knowledge-intensive services; other 5.9% 3.1%
Construction 6.8% 9.0%
Wholesale & retail 16.7% 24.5%
Hotels & restaurants etc. 6.5% 4.8%
Transportation 7.4% 6.5%
Education & health care 10.2% 3.9%
Personal & social services 5.0% 2.7%
Forestry, agriculture & fishing 0.3% 1.0%
 
Age 
  
Existed entire 1987-96 period 37.9% 73.0%
Created during period 62.1% 27.0%
 
Region 
  
Greater Stockholm area 32.6% 17.3%
Other large cities w. surroundings 27.9% 25.7%
The rest of the country 39.5% 56.9%
 
Ownership (1995) 
  
Domestic 83.5% 88.7%
Foreign 16.5% 11.3%
Company group affiliation (1995)   
Not part of group 35.0% 38.3%
Parent 12.7% 14.5%
Daughter 52.3% 47.2%
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Blixt (1997) and Storey (1996), who study Sweden and the UK, respectively, both use sales 
growth in their definition of high-growth firms and therefore arrive at results that differ in 
some details, but the general pattern that the occurrence of HGFs is related to the relative 
growth of industry sectors comes through in their studies as well. 
 
There is a very high representation of firms that were created during the period. This is 
methodologically a tricky issue. Since we have a lower bound of 20 employees end size for 
inclusion and most firms are born very small, it may justifiably be argued that young firms, if 
included, by definition have a high probability of being classified as high growth firms. It 
may therefore be helpful to know that the Swedish economy comprises about half a million 
firms in total; that during this period 18-28 thousand ‘genuinely new’ firms were created 
annually, and that the five year survival probability for such firms is close to 60 percent 
(Nutek, 1996; Statistics Sweden, 1997). We have also taken steps in our methodology in order 
not to unduly favour young firms (i.e., the absolute growth criterion and our non-acceptance 
of zero initial size, cf. the Method section). Blixt (1997) and Storey (1996) also find a clear 
over-representation of young firms among the HGFs, and the same age-growth relationship 
has been established in a number of other studies as well (cf., e.g., Storey, 1994). We 
therefore feel we can safely conclude that the high representation of young firms in the HGF 
group is not merely a method artefact. Instead, the message is very clear: HGFs are to be 
found primarily among young firms. 
 
As to regions, there is a clear over-representation of HGFs in Greater Stockholm at the cost of 
regions outside the larger cities. Blixt (1997) also reports an over-representation in large-city 
regions, but chooses to emphasise that HGFs are distributed across various sorts of regions. 
Storey (1996) reports the highest share of HGFs for London, followed by the rest of the South 
East. While recurrent, this result should be interpreted with some caution. Many firms may 
register their headquarters in the capital, while most of the employment and employment 
growth may occur in other regions. Our very modest over-representation of HGFs in large 
cities other than Stockholm suggests that is at least part of the explanation. 
 
Some over-representation of foreign ownership among HGFs is found, as expected. However, 
the difference between the groups is far from dramatic. Finally, the last rows of the table 
make clear that while the difference between the groups is small in this regard, a majority of 
firms in both groups are affiliated with a company group. This highlights a few important 
facts. For example, a majority of our HGFs are not independent businesses, and HGF-
daughters may well form part of company groups that in their entirety would not be labelled 
‘high growth’. Conversely, some of the control group ‘parents’ may head groups that instead 
would be labelled ‘high growth’. To be able to combine analyses at the firm and company 
group levels would therefore be very illuminating. While the result makes clear that we are 
not dealing with a HGF group dominated by independent businesses, it is useful to know that 
56 percent of the HGFs were at some time during the period not part of a company group. 
This applies to the Control group to an even greater extent, as 64 percent of that group were at 
some time during the period independents, i.e., neither parent nor daughter companies. 
Neither Blixt (1997) nor Storey (1996) report findings to compare with on governance issues. 
 
In sum, while most HGFs are SMEs, almost two thirds of them form part of company groups 
that may in some cases in their entirety be ‘large firms’. They are markedly younger than the 
Control group, and while present in all industries they are clearly over-represented in young 
and growing ones. There is some over-representation of HGFs among foreign-owned firms 
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and in the Greater Stockholm area, but caution is recommended when interpreting the latter 
result. 
  
The contribution of high-growth firms to absolute employment 
 
In this section we will analyse HGFs contribution to new employment, in total as well as 
broken down by size, region, industry and governance categories. We will for each sub-
analysis display a table which gives the job contribution by HGFs and the Control group in 
the final analysis year, i.e., from November 1995 to November 1996. This table will be 
accompanied by a chart which shows the development over the entire 1987-96 period. In the 
‘over time’ charts, sub-category affiliation, except HGF vs. Control, is based on data for the 
actual year in question. When interpreting the data it is important to keep track of n, i.e., the 
number of cases underlying the analysis as this is very different for the HGF and Control 
groups and as they also change over time, cf. Table 2. 
  
Table 4 displays the absolute employment and absolute employment changes for HGFs and 
the Control group 1995-96. As can be seen, both groups display positive net employment 
change figures. However, during this period the much smaller (in numbers) HGF group 
generated almost 80% of all new jobs, when employing only just over 30% of the total 
sample’s work force. Eighty percent is an impressive share, but do HGFs contribute a large 
amount of new jobs in absolute terms? In one sense, yes; the HGFs added almost 40 new 
employees each, on average. However, 45 000 new jobs is a small number compared with 
unemployment figures of several hundred thousands. Further, the total figure is of the same 
magnitude as what is ascribed to the formation of ‘genuinely new’ firms annually in Sweden 
(cf. Statistics Sweden, 1995; 1997). According to another source, birth and expansion of 
‘small firms’, defined as firms with 0-200 employees, contributed with more than 70 000 net 
new jobs in 1994. A large share of this is attributable to firms with less than 20 employees, 
i.e., a category that is excluded completely from the last year of the present study.  
 
Considering also that we have employed a rather permissive lower bound for HGFs (7.75 new 
jobs annually on average) and that 1995/96 was their ‘top year’ (cf. Figure 1) the conclusion 
must be that HGFs as we have defined them are an important source of job creation, but not 
one that outshines other categories of job creators such as the formation and incremental 
growth of new and very small firms. 
 
The most important finding in Figure 1 from a methodological standpoint is that the HGF 
group, despite their small numbers and varying business cycle conditions, outperforms the 
Control group in every single year. This is also in spite of the fact that the number of cases 
decreases more rapidly for HGFs than for the Control groups, as one moves from 1996 
backwards (n1987 = 437 and 7736, respectively; cf. Table 2). A very interesting result is that 
the performance difference is especially pronounced in the worst recession years, i.e., 1992 
and 1993. HGFs were apparently much less affected by changes in the general economy. In 
fact they tended to have a fairly stable development over time, when in the same time the rest 
of the economy lost a great number of jobs. Thus, high-growth firms seem especially 
important during a recession period. This is a result we will revert to towards the end of the 
paper. 
 
The cumulative total growth of HGFs over the entire period was 185 000 new jobs, which is a 
significant figure but far from making up for the 255 633 net job losses in the Control group 
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(plus even more jobs lost via dissolutions not captured by these data; cf. Davidsson et al, 
1996). 
 
Table 4 Changes in employment in HGFs and the Control group 1995-96. 
 
 Change Frequency Employment Frequency n 
High growth firms 45 294 79.7% 400 917 32.0% 1 153 
Control group 11 537 20.3% 851 498 68.0% 10 362 
Total 56 831 100% 1 252 415 100% 11 515 
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Figure 1. Changes in absolute employment by performance category, 1987-96 
 
We have concluded that high growth firms have a significant -- although not sufficient -- 
impact on employment. We will now turn to the employment contributions by HGFs in 
different sub-categories. Perhaps one of the most interesting classifications to do is by size 
class. Table 5 displays the changes in absolute employment by firm size in 1995-96. As a 
group small and medium sized firms (firms with less than 250 employees) contributed the 
majority of jobs (53.8% of net jobs). However, when we also include growth performance, we 
can conclude that large firms had the highest variance. That is, among HGFs they were the 
greater job creators, while in the Control group large firms actually lost jobs. The difference 
in growth performance was far less pronounced for small and medium sized firms. This 
pattern was enhanced when examining the historical development (see Figure 2). We can 
clearly see the difference between the two size classes, where small and medium sized firms 
constantly outperformed large firms. Only during the last two years had large firms a non-
negative development of employment, while during the recession years large firms in the 
Control group lost very large numbers of jobs. High growth firms were relatively more 
important as employment creators for the large firm class, whereas there was relatively little 
difference between the two performance groups in the small and medium sized firm class. 
Differently stated, large firms exhibited a greater variance in performance than did small and 
medium sized firms during the examined period. 
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Table 5 Changes in employment firms by firm size 1995-96 (percentage in parenthesis) 
 
 High growth Control group Total 
Firms with less than 250 employees 13 867 (30.6%)
n= 874
16 735 (145.1%) 
n=9 929 
30 602 (53.8%)
n= 10 803
Firms with 250 or more employees 31 427 (69.4%)
n=279
-5 198 (-45.1%) 
n=433 
26 229 (46.1%)
n=712
Total  (n= 11 515) 45 294 (100%) 11 537 (100%) 56 831 (100%)
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Figure 2. Changes in absolute employment by size class, 1987-96. 
 
 
Table 6 Changes in employment and their distribution across industry 1995-96 
  (percentage in parenthesis) 
 
Industry  High growth firms  Control group Total  
Manufacturing 11 213 (24.8%)
n= 288
8 425 (73.0%)
n=3 783
19 638 (34.6%) 
n= 4 071 
Service 34 081 (75.2%)
n= 865
3 112 (27.0%)
n= 6 579
37 193 (65.4%) 
n= 7 444 
Total (n= 11 515) 45 294 (100%) 11 537 (100%) 56 831 (100%) 
 
Table 6 displays the changes in employment  and their distribution by industry 1995-96. We 
use very broad industry sectors in this analysis, viz. manufacturing (incl. construction) vs. 
services (or, rather, ‘non-manufacturing’). Almost 60% of all new jobs were created by high 
growth firms in the service industry. This is yet another clear indication of the growing 
importance of the service industry as employment creator. This was also the trend when the 
development over the ten year period was examined (see Figure 3). The high growth firms in 
the service industry were steadily above the development of other groups. At the same time, 
the manufacturing industry Control group displays a dramatic decline. In brief, the service 
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industry had the most positive development and this development was largely due to high 
growth firms creating the absolute majority of new jobs. 
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Figure 3. Changes in absolute employment across industries, 1987-96 
 
 
Regarding the regional distribution of high growth firms, we found that the high growth firms 
in the Stockholm region created 43% of all jobs in the 1995-96 period (see Table 7). 
However, when studying the historical development, shown in Figure 4, we can see that this 
is correct only for the last period. The contribution of jobs from high growth firms was evenly 
distributed over the three different region types over the examined ten year period. Most 
interesting was the development of the Control group firms in the rest of Sweden. They made 
a sharp drop until 1993, indicating that the non large city regions lost the most jobs. However, 
their recovery from 1993 and onwards was remarkable, when they actually created more jobs 
than the other control groups and the high growth firms from large cities and the rest of 
Sweden in 1995 and 1996.  
 
We showed in Table 3 that there was some over-representation of foreign ownership among 
HGFs. However, locus of ownership had a little impact on job creation during 1995-96 (see 
Table 8). Domestic high growth firms generated more than 67% of all new jobs. Nevertheless, 
while the share of foreign-owned firms was 12.2%, foreign-owned high growth firms 
generated 15.4% of the new jobs created by high growth firms. However, when examining the 
development over the ten year period, foreign owned-firms contributed relatively little to the 
changes in absolute employment (see Figure 5). We conclude that the impact of locus of 
ownership for HGFs was small during the examined period. 
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Table 7 Changes in employment and their regional distribution 1995-96   
   (percentage in parenthesis) 
 
Region  High growth firms  Control group Total  
Stockholm area 24 749 (54.6%)
n=376
-2 998 (- 3.8%)
n=1 752
21 751 (38.3%)
n= 2 128
Large cities with surroundings 10 599 (23.4%)
n= 322
3 603 (31.3%)
n=2 669
14 202 (24.9%)
n= 2 991
The rest of the country 9 946 (22.0%)
n= 455
10 932 (94.7%)
n= 5 941
11 537 (20.3%)
n= 6 396
Total (n= 11 515) 45 294 (100%) 11 537 (100%) 56 831 (100%)
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Figure 4.  Changes in absolute employment by regions, 1987-96 
 
 
Table 8 Changes in employment by type of ownership (domestic or foreign) in 
   1995-96 (percentage in parenthesis)  
 
 High growth firms Control group Total 
Domestic ownership 38 324 (84.5%)
n= 963
11 582 (100,4%)
n=9 179
49 906 (87.8%) 
n= 10 142 
Foreign ownership 6 970 (15.4%)
n= 190
-45 (-0.4%)
n=1 183
6 925 (12.2%) 
n= 1 373 
Total(n= 11 515)  45 294 (100%) 11 537 (100%) 56831 (100%) 
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Figure 5. Changes in absolute employment by domestic or foreign ownership, 1987-96 
 
Table 3 revealed that most HGFs were by the end of the studied period part of a company 
group. This comes through also in our employment change analysis. High growth firms 
belonging to a company group created more jobs than others. They alone created 60% of all 
new jobs during the 1995-96 period. The difference between independent high growth firms 
and independent firms in the Control group was relatively smaller. Also the average growth 
per firm was higher for HGFs in company groups compared with their independent 
counterparts. The changes in absolute employment by type of organisation are displayed in 
Table 9.  
 
These results hold  also for the development over time (see Figure 6). On the whole, firms in 
company groups performed poorer than independent firms. This is in line with results 
previously obtained by Davidsson et al (1997a; 1997b). However, HGFs in company groups 
outperformed all other firms all years except for 1993. Hence, the variance in changes in 
employment was much higher for firms in company groups than for independent firms. In 
short, high growth firms in company groups generated a large number of jobs, but the firms in 
this sub-category’s Control group lost even more. 
 
Table 9 Changes in employment by type of organisation (independent firm or  
   part of business group) in 1995-96 (percentage in parenthesis) 
 
 High growth firms Control group Total 
Independent firm 11 093 (24.5%)
n=404
7 579 (65.7%)
n= 3 961
18 672 (32.9%) 
n=4 365 
Part of a business group 34 201 (75.5%)
n=749
3 958 (34.3%)
n=6 401
38 159 (67.9%) 
n=7 150 
Total (n= 11 515) 45 294 (100%) 11 537 (100%) 56 831 (100%) 
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Figure 6. Changes in absolute employment by organisation type (independent or part of a 
business group), 1987-96 
 
To sum up this section, we can conclude that high growth firms were an important source of 
new employment. As we have defined HGFs the category did not, however, create new jobs 
at a rate that looks impressive in relation to current unemployment figures, or in absolute 
numbers that are much greater than what is annually created by genuine start-ups. An 
interesting aspect is that high growth firms were especially important during the recession, as 
they were contra-cyclical and moderated the effect of the recession on the work force. When 
we more closely examined the characteristics of high growth firms, we revealed several 
interesting findings. Relatively large parts of the job creation by HGFs is not attributable to 
independent SMEs, but to large firms and firms affiliated with company groups. For example, 
high growth firms in company groups outperformed all other firms all years except for 1993. 
On the other hand, the variance in changes in absolute employment was much higher for firms 
in company groups than for independent firms. Differently stated, high growth firms in 
company groups did generated a large number of jobs, but the firms in the company group 
control group lost even more. 
 
What part of HGFs job growth is organic? 
 
Our results so far have suggested that young firms are over-represented as HGFs. Indirectly, 
this suggests that small (and possibly independent) firms play a major role in job creation 
through high growth. Other results do not, however, point in that direction. It is large rather 
than small firms that are over-represented among HGFs as we have defined them, and large 
HGFs contribute most of the HGF group’s total net job creation. Further, there is no over-
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representation of independent firms among the high growers. While the share of HGFs is 
similar among independent firms and firms in company groups, it is the latter HGF sub-
category that accounts for most new jobs. 
 
It can justifiably be argued that our real interest in this context lies with genuinely new jobs, 
i.e., with job changes that would have an effect on employment and unemployment. We will 
therefore in this sub-section elaborate further on this issue within the HGF group, in order to 
examine what happens to the above results if organic growth is used as the criterion. 
 
Table 10 Total and organic growth for HGFs of different (register) age  
 
No. of years 
existing in 
data set  
No. of cases 
(n) 
Cumulative total 
employment growth
Cumulative organic 
employment growth 
 Percent 
organic 
growth
2 148 3319 3191 96.1
3 205 8865 7052 79.5
4 137 6984 6118 87.6
5 77 7043 6619 94.0
6 40 3912 3429 87.7
7 42 6364 4401 69.2
8 38 3920 2992 76.3
9 29 6919 4038 58.4
10 437 137938 22 200 16.1
Total  1153  185 264  60 040 32.4
 
A first observation from Table 10 is that the cumulative organic growth of HGFs was 60 040 
new jobs. That is, less than a third of the HGFs total growth was organic. Not only does this 
diminish their role as job creators in this particular study; this result also has a very important 
implication for the interpretation of results from other studies, where growth-thorugh-
acquisition has not been separated from organic growth. 
 
Since we have a special interest in (independent) SMEs, we pay special attention to how the 
results differ for that group. Independent SMEs are typically over-represented among young 
firms. Our results have already suggested that young firms have a very high representation 
among the HGFs. Table 10 supplements previous analyses with another important piece of 
evidence: the part of total growth that is organic is much, much higher among those HGFs 
that were created during the period than among HGFs that were established already in 1987. 
Evidently, for older firms most of the ‘job creation’ really reflects re-structuring.  The shift in 
the image one gets is quite dramatic. With total growth as the criterion almost three quarters 
of HGF employment growth is attributable to older, established firms, while their share of 
HGF organic growth is little more than one third. Although there is some stochastic variation 
the pattern seems clear enough: the younger the firms, the more of their growth is organic. 
 
Let us turn next directly to the issue of firm size. In tables 11 and 12 this is done in two ways. 
In Table 11, we display total and organic growth by initial size for those HGFs that existed 
the entire 1987-96 period. Since growth is what makes SMEs become large firms, it is useful 
to look at initial size in order to analyse in what size classes new jobs originate. However, 
Table 11 only reports data for firms that are at least ten years old, and in that table all growth 
is assigned to the initial (small) size class even if most of it has occurred after the firm has 
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entered a larger size class. For these reasons, we supplement the analysis with Table 12, 
which reports total and organic growth for all HGFs defined by their 1996 size class. 
 
Table 11 Total and organic growth for HGFs of different 1987 size  
 
1987 size 
class 
No. of 
cases (n)
Cumulative total 
employment growth
Cumulative organic 
employment growth 
Percent organic 
growth
0 30 6088 4897 80.4
1-9 35 4461 4182 93.7
10-49 91 11 617 7797 67.1
50-249 188 32 705 17422 53.2
250-499 37 11913 2339 19.6
500-2499 73 50 492 3542 7.0
2500+ 13 26 750 -13 082 (-48.9)
Total 467 144 026 27 097 18.8
 
 
Table 12 Total and organic growth for HGFs of different 1996 size  
 
1996 size 
class 
No. of 
cases (n)
Cumulative total 
employment growth
Cumulative organic 
employment growth 
Percent organic 
growth
20-49 342 8124 7963 98.0
50-249 532 44 320 34 208 77.2
250-499 127 22 340 12 497 55.9
500-2499 127 57 752 15 682 27.2
2500+ 25 52 728 -10 310 (-19.6)
Total 1153 185 264 60 040 32.4
 
 
On the most important issue these two analyses are in full agreement. That is, the smaller the 
firm, the larger is the part of total employment growth that is organic. The shift of image one 
gets is even more dramatic in this case than with firm age, as both analyses show that the 
‘HGFs’ with more than 2500 employees actually shrink in organic terms. This is our perhaps 
most dramatic demonstration that if genuinely new jobs are what we are really interested in, 
analysing total job creation may lead to completely false results.  
 
The size class that stands out as the primary HGF job creator is instead the medium-sized 
firms, with 50-249 employees. This is quite ironic, since there are widespread beliefs that this 
is precisely what Sweden is lacking: growing, medium-sized firms. Our results suggest that 
among firms that have reached this level we do find a substantial group of HGFs that also 
grow organically for the most part. Now, 17 422/12 497 are tiny figures compared with 
current unemployment, so from a policy-maker’s point of view one would. of course, like to 
have more of those firms. It is rather there that the real problem is. While the absolute number 
of firms in the economy-at-large is much greater in the <50 size class than in the 50-249 size 
class (cf. Table 1, and add to that the much larger number of firms with less than 20 
employees), the number of HGFs in the sub-50 category is relatively small. The fact that most 
employment growth in this category is organic does not make up for the fact that there simply 
are too few HGFs in this size class.  
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Substantial differences occur also for independent firms vs. firms in company groups. Among 
those firms which in 1996 still belong to the former category, 64.5 percent of their total 
growth was organic. Among company group HGFs the organic share of total growth was 
much lower, or 25.3 percent. In absolute numbers this means that cumulative organic growth 
by company group affiliated HGFs still exceeds organic growth by independent HGFs (38 
369 vs. 21 671). The relations look quite different, however, from a comparison of cumulative 
total growth (151 684 vs. 33 580). 
 
Focusing on organic rather than total growth alters the results also for other HGF sub-
categories. If defined by their 1996 industry classification, 21.4 percent of manufacturing 
HGFs’ total job growth was organic, whereas 37.3 percent of service HGFs’ total growth was 
organic. For HGFs in Greater Stockholm, the organic share of total growth was only 17.3 
percent, whereas in regions outside the larger cities the corresponding share was more than 
twice as high, or 37.5 percent. No important difference in this regard was found for domestic 
vs. foreign ownership. 
 
Taken together, these results show that if genuine job creation is the real interest, analysing 
total growth systematically biases the results against young, small and independent firms. 
This ought to be carefully considered when interpreting results from other studies and when 
designing new studies in the future. 
 
Defining high-growth firms on the basis of organic growth 
 
In the analyses displayed in the preceding section we maintained total employment growth as 
the criterion for HGF classification, while focusing the analysis on organic growth. The 
results suggest that using total growth discriminates against young and small firms, making 
HGFs in those categories appear less important than they really are. What would happen, 
then, if we instead defined high growth firms on the basis of organic growth? Intuitively, it 
may appear self-evident that young and small firms would then appear much more important. 
However, the analyses in tables 10-12 may actually bias the results against old and large 
firms, because from a ‘creation-of-genuinely-new-jobs’ point of view, the ‘wrong’ old and 
large firms may have been assigned to the high-growth category when total growth is used as 
the criterion. 
 
In Table 13 we present summary data on what percentage of job creation is ascribed to 
different sub-categories according to two different definitions of high growth. The first, 
‘HGF’, is the same that we have used previously. The second, ‘HGForg’, defines high growth 
firms as those ten percent that have the highest annual average absolute organic employment 
growth. In tables A1 and A2 in the appendix we display a detailed breakdown of results by 
HGF and HGForg categories, respectively. It is a multi-stage breakdown, where the data is 
first broken down by 1996 size, then by 1995 governance (company group affiliation or not; 
1996 data missing), then by register age (existing entire period or created during period), and 
finally by industry (manufacturing vs. service). To reduce complexity, we did not use foreign-
domestic ownership or region in these analyses.  
 
A check (not displayed) reveals that 949 out of 1153 (82%) of the HGFs qualify also as 
HGForg:s. This would suggest that using total growth when the real interest is on organic 
growth would not distort the picture too badly, as far as defining the group of high growers is 
concerned. However, among large HGFs, only 170 out of 279 (61%) qualify as HGForg:s. 
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Thus, when we use the organic growth criterion we end up with quite a different group of 
large high-growth firms.  
 
A first observation from the displayed analyses is that when we use organic growth we find, 
as expected, relatively more absolute organic growth attributed to the ‘ten-percenters’; 99 000 
rather than 60 000. This is still, however, a modest number. As regards sub-groups, the same 
pattern that we detected above emerges, but in perhaps a less dramatic fashion. If we analyse 
HGForg:s rather than HGFs, SMEs come much more to the fore. Using end size for 
SME/Large classification, we find that SMEs account for 84.9 percent of all HGForg:s, but 
only 75.8 percent of all HGFs. In terms of employment growth small and medium HGForg:s 
and large HGForg:s account for an equal share. This, however, is a very conservative estimate 
of high growth SMEs contribution, as no less than 100 out of the 174 (57.5%) large HGForg:s 
were in fact classified as SMEs at some time earlier during the period analysed. According to 
a year-by-year based classification of size (like in Fig. 2) small and medium HGForg:s 
account for two thirds of the cumulative organic job contribution by HGForg:s (66 231 jobs). 
 
Table 13 Percent of employment growth ascribed to different HGF and HGForg:s 
  when growth is defined as total growth and organic growth, respectively 
 
Category Percent of total growth 
(HGFs)  
Percent of organic  growth (HGForg:s)
SMEs 
Large Firms 
28.3 
71.7 
49.6 
50.3 
Not in company group 
In company group 
18.1 
81.9 
25.9 
74.1 
Created during period 
Existed entire period 
25.5 
74.5 
43.4 
56.6 
Manufacturing 
Services 
30.4 
69.6 
30.0 
70.0 
Domestic ownership 
Foreign ownership 
81.1 
18.9 
79.8 
20.2 
Greater Stockholm 
Other large cities 
Rest of country 
51.8 
21.6 
26.6 
40.0 
25.0 
35.0 
 
 
Further, switching from HGF to HGForg makes firms that were created during the period 
appear much more important, accountable for 43.4 percent of high growth new jobs rather 
than 25 percent. Note also that both of those percentages are in relation to aggregate 
employment contribution over ten years for firms that existed the entire period, whereas firms 
that were created during the period made their contirbutions within a shorter period than ten 
years. Thus, on an annual basis young firms’ relative importance is even greater than those 
percentages indicate. 
 
There is also some tendency for a total growth-based definition to underestimate the 
contribution by independent firms. Nevertheless, also among HGForg:s the independents 
contribute only one quarter of the new, growth-generated jobs. Again, this is a conservative 
measure. Out of those 694 HGForg:s that were classified as ‘in company group’ in 1995, 162 
(23%) shifted from being stand alone independent to daughter company during the period. 
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Another 87 (12%) shifted from stand alone independent to parent company (and thus are still 
‘independent’). Like with size class, a year-by-year classification of category assigns 
relatively more high growth job creation to independent firms, but the increase in this case is 
very modest, from 25.9 to 27.4 percent. A very small share of independents’ organic job 
contributions (2.8 percent of the total) is attributable to large firms according to the year-by-
year definition of size class.  
 
No difference in results appear for industry sectors or domestic vs. foreign ownership. One of 
our earlier analyses, however, suggested that the organic share of total growth was larger for 
service firms than for manufacturing firms. As regards regions, we again find that Greater 
Stockholm appears to be relatively less of a high growth region, and regions outside of the 
larger cities more so, when total growth is exchanged for organic growth. 
 
Discussion and Conclusions 
 
In this paper we have analysed non-government high growth firms across all industry sectors 
in Sweden during the 1987-96 period, using a high quality data set that has been carefully 
developed for this purpose. We have restricted the study to the firm level, and to firms that 
had a minimum size of 20 employees in the final year, 1996. No upper size bound was used. 
As our primary interest is in employment creation, we defined high growth firms as those ten 
percent of  all firms that contributed most in annual average absolute employment growth.  
 
It turned out that firms that had an average annual employment increase of 7.75 people 
qualified among the ‘high-growers’. This we may also regard as a first result: it does not take 
extreme growth figures to be among the top ten percent growth firms. Their average 
contribution during the last year in our analysis (1995-96) appears more impressive. During 
this ‘top’ year, the high growth firms added close to 40 new jobs each on average. However, 
even this does not look very impressive in the aggregate. It sums up to a contribution of the 
same magnitude as that annually provided by genuine start-ups, and even doubling the 
contribution by high growth firms would not mean a quick solution to the current 
unemployment problem.  
 
We found that there was an over-representation of high-growth firms in certain sub-
categories. Importantly, young firms dominate among be high-growers. No less than 62 
percent of our high growers were created during the period and thus are less than ten years 
old. As young firms are on average smaller firms, and large growing firms on average add 
more jobs annually than small growing firms, the over-representation of young firms is lesser 
for number of new jobs than for number of firms. 
 
We find a tendency for high growth firms to cluster in the Greater Stockholm area, but the 
interpretation of this result is uncertain as the Stockholm-based headquarters may have most 
of their activity (and growth) in other regions. As regards industries, we found an over-
representation of high-growth firms in young and growing industries, in particular 
knowledge-intensive business-to-business services, education, and health care. Altogether, 
some 70 percent of the high growth firms’ employment contributions were in services. There 
were no marked differences in terms of high growth representation for firms with different 
forms of governance, neither with respect to foreign vs. domestic ownership nor for affiliation 
with a company group. It should be noted, though, that a slight majority of our high growth 
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firms are company group daughters, and another 13 percent are the parent company of a 
group. Stand-alone independent firms are thus a minority both among high growth firms and 
in the control group, and firms that by the end of the period are still stand alone independents 
account for less than 20 percent of the total high growth firm job contribution during the 
period.  
 
The above results all concern total employment growth on the company level. A very 
important contribution by this study is that we are able to analyse also organic growth, i.e., to 
disregard growth via acquisitions and focus on that part of job growth that really has a direct 
effect on employment and unemployment figures.  
 
When organic growth is focused some of the above results are further emphasised, whereas 
other are changed. The aggregate job contribution ascribed to high-growth firm drops by 
definition. When organic growth is used for defining the high growth group, 6.5 new jobs 
annually suffices to qualify, and the mean annual employment growth in the group stays at 
just over 20 new jobs in the final year. The importance of young firms stands out even more 
clearly, and SMEs now totally dominate the group in numbers (85%) and account for half of 
its employment contribution. A substantial percentage of large firms previously classified as 
‘high growth’ no longer qualify, and many of them actually lost jobs in organic terms. Also 
the relative importance of stand-alone firms increases under this definition, but that group still 
accounts for just one fourth of the total (organic) job contributions by high growth firms. If 
we also take into account that firms switch categories during the period rather than classifying 
them by their 1996 categorical affiliations, the relative importance of small and independent 
firms increases even further.  
 
In all, we think our analysis demonstrates how extraordinarily important definitions are for 
our interpretations of changes in the economy. We have been able in this paper to separate 
acquired growth from organic growth and to demonstrate the effects. To recapitulate one of 
these: SMEs defined by their end size account for 28 percent of the total job creation by high 
growth firms, when ‘high growth’ is defined as the top ten percent in average annual absolute 
employment growth. When instead the high growth group is defined by average annual 
absolute organic employment growth and SME classification is based on the size at the 
beginning of each analysis year, 66.8 percent of the organic growth by high growth firms  
Clearly, definitions are critical to the interpretation of the results. 
 
There are two other extremely important issues that we have not been able to deal with 
satisfactorily. Firstly, many firms may choose to pursue growth not by expanding the original 
firm (only), but by creating a company group. In our total sample, 1672 firms (14.2%) were 
parent companies in 1996. A full 1372 firms (11.7%) actually turn to parent company from 
something else during the ten year period. Clearly, this may hide many high growth business 
activities. Secondly, many firms may pursue growth in sales but not in employees, and handle 
this by increased outsourcing or sub-contracting. An employment-based definition would not 
capture these firms, yet they create new employment outside the boundaries of their own 
organisations. In future reports, we will be able to handle the second problem as we are about 
to collect data on the firms’ sales growth. We also have good hopes that we will in future 
reports be able to deal with the first problem in a more satisfactory manner.  
 
An over-all picture that emerges from our data is that genuinely new jobs to a great extent are 
created by young and small firms, often in young and growing industries. Large, established 
firms, often in mature industries, account for relatively more of total job changes, but the net 
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result tends to be negative in terms of number of jobs. The latter categories do comprise, 
however, a group of growing firms that account for a relatively large share of total net job 
creation, but most of this represents re-structuring rather than the creation of genuinely new 
jobs. Apparently, as firms are young and small, if they grow at all they often do so in organic 
terms. When getting older and larger they are more likely to develop by acquiring existing 
activities and by closing down or selling some of their units that are getting obsolete. 
Importantly, both of these roles are crucial to economic development; the organic growth of 
genuinely new activity where young and small firms play a big role, and the re-structuring for 
more efficient use of resources which on the company level is dominated by large, established 
firms. 
 
Finally, one striking feature of our ‘over-time’ analysis of high growth firms is their relatively 
stable development over time. This is in spite of the fact that the economy has been through, 
during the analysed period, the most dramatic business cycle shifts since the Great 
Depression. This is, as we see it, a highly suggestive result that in a way gives some input to 
the ‘population ecology’ vs. ‘strategic adaptation’ debate (cf. Low & MacMillan, 1988). That 
is, do firms shape their destiny, or are they powerless victims of changes in their 
environment? Our result that high growth firms are more common in growing industries lends 
some support to the population ecology view. Otherwise in our analyses the high growth 
firms very much appear as a category of firm which is capable of shaping its destiny. One can 
infer, arguably, that their aggregate development is a result of pro-activeness, goal-
directedness and opportunity-orientation as described in the entrepreneurship literature. When 
the economy turns down, they continue to develop much as before. When it turns up, they do 
not necessarily (on a per firm basis) start to grow much more. It is as if regardless of the 
environmental situation, they find ways to achieve their goals. In the toughest years organic 
growth may be hard to achieve, hence their growth-by-acquisition is somewhat higher 
instead.  
 
By contrast, the Control group--and especially large firms in company groups in traditional 
industries--appear much more as victims of their environment. When the economic conditions 
worsen they start to loose huge amounts of jobs. When it turns up, they follow suit. In a way, 
the behaviour of this numerous group of firms is both cause and effect of business cycle 
patterns, whereas the high growth firms seem to shape their development relatively 
independently from the development of the general economy. At the same time, as a group 
they serve as a cushion that makes a downturn somewhat less dramatic than it would else 
have been. 
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APPENDIX 
 
Table A.1  Distribution of total net job creation among HGFs in different sub-
 categories; HGF defined as 10 percent highest average annual total growth 
 
 
Summaries of     SUMGRO10   Total employment growth 1987-96 
By levels of     SIZE96B    Size class 1996 
                 GOVERN95   Ownership 1995 
                 AGE2       Firm (register) age 
                 NKB96      Industry sector 1996 
 
 
Variable      Category               Jobs     Cases    Percent of jobs 
 
For Entire Population               185264     1153    100.0 
 
SIZE96B       SME                    52444      874     28.3 
 GOVERN95      not in company group   17267      364      9.3 
  AGE2          created during period  12425      317      6.7 
   NKB96         manufacturing           2635       79      1.4 
   NKB96         service                 9790      238      5.3 
 
  AGE2          existed 1987            4842       47      2.6 
   NKB96         manufacturing           1339       14      0.7 
   NKB96         service                 3503       33      1.9 
 
 GOVERN95      in company group       35177      510     19.0 
  AGE2          created during period  16756      338      9.0 
   NKB96         manufacturing           4159       92      2.2 
   NKB96         service                12597      246      6.8 
 
  AGE2          existed 1987           18421      172      9.9 
   NKB96         manufacturing           6118       58      3.3 
   NKB96         service                12303      114      6.6 
 
SIZE96B       LARGE                 132820      279     71.7 
 GOVERN95      not in company group   16313       40      8.8 
  AGE2          created during period   3688       12      2.0 
   NKB96         manufacturing           1246        5      0.7 
   NKB96         service                 2442        7      1.3 
 
  AGE2          existed 1987           12625       28      6.8 
   NKB96         manufacturing           4090       11      2.2 
   NKB96         service                 8535       17      4.6 
 
 GOVERN95      in company group      116507      239     62.9 
  AGE2          created during period  14457       49      7.8 
   NKB96         manufacturing           6072       22      3.3 
   NKB96         service                 8385       27      4.5 
 
  AGE2          existed 1987          102050      190     55.1 
   NKB96         manufacturing          30689       85     16.1 
   NKB96         service                71361      105     38.5 
 
  Total Cases = 1153 
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Table A.2  Distribution of organic net job creation among HGForg:s in different  
 sub-categories; HGForg defined as 10 percent highest average annual 
  organic growth 
 
 
Summaries of     ORGGRO10   Total organic growth 1987-96 
By levels of     SIZE96B    Size class 1996 
                 GOVERN95   Ownership 1995 
                 AGE2       Firm age 
                 NKB96      Industry sector 
 
 
Variable       Category               Jobs    Cases    Percent of jobs 
 
For Entire Population                 99048    1151    100.0 
 
SIZE96B        SME                    49196     977     49.6 
 GOVERN95       not in company group   17925     435     18.1 
  AGE2           created during period  13657     386     13.8 
   NKB96          manufacturing           2993      98      3.0 
   NKB96          service                10664     288     10.8 
 
  AGE2           existed 1987            4268      49      4.3 
   NKB96          manufacturing           1202      14      1.2 
   NKB96          service                 3066      35      3.1 
 
 GOVERN95       in company group       31271     542     31.6 
  AGE2           created during period  17348     388     17.5 
   NKB96          manufacturing           4491     107      4.5 
   NKB96          service                12857     281     13.0 
 
  AGE2           existed 1987           13923     154     14.1 
   NKB96          manufacturing           4418      50      4.5 
   NKB96          service                 9505     104      9.6 
 
SIZE96B        LARGE                  49852     174     50.3 
 GOVERN95       not in company group    7735      22      7.8 
  AGE2           created during period   3380      12      3.4 
   NKB96          manufacturing           1246       5      1.3 
   NKB96          service                 2134       7      2.2 
 
  AGE2           existed 1987            4355      10      4.3 
   NKB96          manufacturing            999       3      1.0 
   NKB96          service                 3356       7      3.4 
 
 GOVERN95       in company group       42117     152     42.5 
  AGE2           created during period   8260      37      8.7 
   NKB96          manufacturing           2713      15      2.7 
   NKB96          service                 5907      22      6.0 
 
  AGE2           existed 1987           33497     115     33.8 
   NKB96          manufacturing          11608      54     11.7 
   NKB96          service                21889      61     22.1 
 
  Total Cases = 1151 
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